PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Jeffrey AL & Sandra L. Spang
DOCKET NO.: 06-01554.001-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 04-16-377-006

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Jeffrey A & Sandra L. Spang, the appellants, and the Kendall
County Board of Revi ew.

The subject property consists of a one year-old, one-story style

frame dwelling that contains 2,600 square feet of living area
Features of the hone include central air-conditioning, one
fireplace, an 800 square foot garage and a full wunfinished
basenent .

The appellants submitted evidence to the Property Tax Appeal
Board clainmng unequal treatnent in the assessnent process and
overval uation as the bases of the appeal. In support of the
i nequity argunent, the appellants submtted a grid analysis of
three conparable properties located within one block of the
subj ect. The conparables consist of one-story style frane
dwel lings that are three or four years old and range in size from
2,400 to 4,255 square feet of Iliving area. Features of the
conparables include central ai r-condi tioning, one or two
fireplaces and three-car garages. The appellants did not
i ndi cat e whet her the conparabl es had basenents. These properties
have inprovenent assessnments ranging from $76,776 to $84, 428 or
from $19.73 to $31.99 per square foot of living area. The
subj ect has an inprovenent assessnent of $95,6860 or $36.87 per
square foot of living area.

In support of the overvaluation argunent, the appellants
submtted sales information on the sanme three conparables used to
support the inequity contention. The conparabl es sold between

April 2003 and April 2004 for prices ranging from $251,000 to
$359, 587 or from $74.03 to $149. 82 per square foot of living area
i ncludi ng | and. The appellants indicated the subject was "self

(Continued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds a reduction in the assessnent of the
property as established by the Kendall County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: $ 22,198
IMPR : $ 78, 000
TOTAL: $ 100, 198

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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built" and was conpleted in May 2005 for a "cost to build" of
$295, 000. The appellants did not indicate whether this figure
i ncl uded the cost of the subject |lot. Based on this evidence,
the appellants requested the subject's total assessnent be
reduced to $100, 198 and its inprovenent assessnent be reduced to
$78, 000 or $30.00 per square foot of living area.

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " wherein the subject's total assessnent of $118,058 was
di scl osed. The subject has an estinmated narket val ue of $346, 821
or $133.39 per square foot of living area including |and, as
reflected by its assessnent and Kendall County's 2006 three-year
nmedi an | evel of assessnents of 34.04%

In support of the subject's inprovenment assessnent, the board of
review submtted brief handwitten descriptions and conputer
screen prints of four conparable properties l|ocated in the
subj ect's subdivision. No property record cards for the subject
or conparabl es were subnmitted. The conparabl es consist of three,
one-story frame, brick and frame, or brick, stone and frame
dwel I i ngs; and one, one and one-half-story brick, stone and frane

dwel I i ng. No ages for the conparables were provided. The
conparabl es were described as ranging in living area from 2,238
to 4,360 square feet of I|iving area. The conparables have

features that include one or two fireplaces and garages that
contain from 757 to 920 square feet of building area and
basenents, three of which were described as wal kout or | ookout
The board of review did not indicate whether the conparabl es have
central air-conditioning. These properties were reported to have
i mprovenent assessnments ranging from $36.00 to $52. 00 per square
foot of Iliving area, but no land, inprovenent and total
assessnents were provided.

In support of the subject's estimted nmarket value, the board of
review reported sales prices, but no sale dates, for the four
conpar abl es used to support the subject's inprovenent assessnent.
The conparables were reported to have sold for prices ranging
from $360,000 to $587,000 or from $134.63 to $179.69 per square
foot of living area including land. Based on this evidence the
board of review requested the subject's total assessnment be
confi r med.

After reviewing the record and considering the evidence, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal. The Property Tax
Appeal Board further finds that a reduction in the subject

property’s assessnent is warranted. The appellants argued
unequal treatnment in the assessnment process as the basis of the
appeal . The Illinois Suprenme Court has held that taxpayers who

object to an assessnent on the basis of lack of uniformty bear
the burden of proving the disparity of assessnent valuations by
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cl ear and convi ncing evi dence. Kankakee County Board of Review

v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 131 Ill1.2d 1 (1989). The evidence
nmust denonstrate a consistent pattern of assessnment inequities
within the assessnment jurisdiction. After an analysis of the

assessnent data, the Board finds the appellants have overcone
this burden.

The Board finds the parties submtted seven conparables for its
consi derati on. The Board gave less weight to the appellants’
conparable 1 because it was significantly larger in living area
when conpared to the subject. The Board gave |ess weight to the
board of review s conparables because no ages or inprovenent
assessnents were provided and the board of review failed to
i ndi cate whether the conparables had central air-conditioning.
The Board finds two of the appellants' conparables were simlar
to the subject in terns of design, exterior construction, age,
size, features and location and had inprovenent assessnents of
$28. 76 and $31.99 per square foot of living area. The subject's
i nprovenent assessnent of $36.87 per square foot of living area
falls above the two nost simlar conparables in the record.
Therefore, the Property Tax Appeal Board finds the subject's
i mprovenment assessnment is incorrect and a reduction is warranted.

The appellants also argued overvaluation as a basis of the
appeal . \When market value is the basis of the appeal, the value
nmust be proved by a preponderance of the evidence. National Cty
Bank of Mchigan/lllinois v. Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board

331 I11.App.3d 1038 (3% Dist. 2002). After analyzing the narket
evi dence submitted, the Board finds the appellants have failed to
overcone this burden.

The Board finds the parties subnmtted sales information on seven
conpar abl e properties. The Board gave less weight to the
appel l ants' conparabl es because they sold in 2003 and 2004 and
cannot be relied upon as valid indicators of the subject's market
value as of its January 1, 2006 assessnent date. The Board al so
gave no weight to the board of review s conparable sal es because
no sale dates were provided, nor were the ages of the conparables
reported. The Board further finds the appellants' reported the
subject was "self built"” in May 2005, but it was uncl ear whether
the "cost to build" of $295,000 included the |and val ue. For
these reasons, the Property Tax Appeal Board finds the appellants
have failed to adequately support their burden of proof as to the
subj ect's estinmated market val ue.

In conclusion, the Property Tax Appeal Board finds the appellants
have proven unequal treatnment in the assessnment process by clear
and convincing evidence and a reduction in the subject's
i mprovenment assessnment s warranted. However, the Board finds
the appellants have failed to prove overvaluation by a
preponderance of the evidence and no further reduction of the
subject's assessnent is warranted on this basis.
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This is a final adm nistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board which is subject to reviewin the Crcuit Court or Appellate
Court under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735

I LCS 5/3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.
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DI SSENTI NG
CERTI FI CATI ON
As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of
the Records thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, full and conplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

I[1linois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: April 25, 2008

A Castiillan:

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board
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| MPORTANT NOTI CE
Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:

"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |owering the
assessnent of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing
conmplaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnment of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may, within 30
days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’' s deci sion, appeal the assessnment for the subsequent year
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MJST FILE A
PETI TION AND EVI DENCE WTH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLOSED DECI SION I N ORDER TO APPEAL
THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessnent by the Property
Tax Appeal Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the
responsibility of your County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.
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